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Preface 
by Congressman Tom Campbell


Judge Jim Gray is a man of principle. He has thought long and deeply about what principles should govern human behavior. In his public life, his own actions and positions have adhered to those principles. The result is the approach to public policy that he sets forth in this book.

Judge Gray has specific proposals for almost all of our society’s challenges. Even more importantly, he illustrates how those proposals follow from principle, so that one has a guide to resolving problems to come, which might be only dimly seen today. The principle is individual liberty married to responsibility. If a public policy proposal increases individual liberty, we should favor it, provided no one else is specifically hurt. It is amazing how many of today’s seemingly intractable problems yield solutions under that principle.

Today, we are shocked by the behavior of foreign governments. Judge Gray’s principle says let the people of those countries emulate us, or not, as they wish and as they are able. What should we not do? Bomb them into agreement with us.

The two major parties have outlived their usefulness. It’s no surprise that Judge Gray’s affinity for the individual leaves little admiration for the orthodoxy demanded of candidates running under the banners of the two major parties today. There was a time, when both he and I were starting in public life, that the two major parties tolerated a healthy degree of internal debate. Today, however, complete adherence to policies prescribed by party chieftains is demanded. For example, no tax can ever be supported by a Republican candidate, even if a carbon tax is a more efficient way to curb greenhouse gases than the heavy-handed present approach of government set emission limits. No school voucher program can be defended by a Democratic candidate, even though school choice empowers parents of lower income with an alternative to their child’s failing school. Judge Gray joined the Libertarian Party because it came closest to his ideal of individual liberty. I formed a new party dedicated to encouraging fact-based decisions on all matters of public policy. Neither of us take well to being ordered what to believe.

Judge Gray made his inaugural foray into public policy when in April of 1992, as a sitting judge, uniquely among all judicial officers in our country, he condemned America’s drug laws. He asked what business is it of the government what one chooses to put into one’s own body? We all agree we should prevent driving a car while high or giving drugs to minors. Otherwise, however, the pathologies of drug use that affect others are largely not due to the drug itself, but to the very making of the drug illegal.

Criminals sell the illegal drugs, make exorbitant profits because they are illegal, and bribe officials to allow them to continue — across the world. Had Judge Gray’s prescription been followed, all profit would be eliminated from illegal drugs and the problem would solve itself. Without pushers, drug use would drop precipitously. The evidence of Portugal, Netherlands and Switzerland demonstrates that.

In America, one of the greatest reasons for the racial divide in persons put in jail are the drug laws. Some prosecutors speak of getting someone “into the system” by prosecuting that person for drug possession with intent to sell—and ever thereafter that person acts only with the permission of government through the courts, probation officers, and too often, subsequent prosecutors.

The force of government is felt most keenly by those marginalized, often on racial lines. Lower the force of government, and the disparate impact upon the marginalized will diminish.

This is an example of where Judge Gray’s foresighted principles could have averted problems not yet seen at the time he announced them. Had Judge Gray’s advice to lighten up government police presence been followed, our country might have been spared the recent horrible events of killing by police officers and the social unrest that has followed. 

Another aspect of Judge Gray’s beneficial take on the drug wars is in foreign policy. Judge Gray’s advice would have saved America’s allies the development of drug production in their own countries (as well as saving us expenses in border security and foreign aid). Judge Gray and I saw this problem alike. When additional money was proposed for Colombia to eradicate coca leaf production, I was a Member of the U.S. Congress. I voted no and predicted that once Colombia knew its receipt of U.S. aid was keyed to fighting the drug war, the war would never end. It hasn’t.

Judge Gray does see a role for government. In our free market economy, it is essential for government to guarantee a competitive marketplace, allowing individuals to make choices from among the goods and services that are offered. Pharmaceutical companies must not be permitted to drive a competitor out of the market. All should then be allowed to compete. Since we can’t know the safety of drugs on our own, the government should decide whether a particular therapy is likely to do harm. Those risks should be made plain to the consumer. Thereafter, the consumer’s choice should govern. The U.S. government demands more: that a drug must be proven effective as well as safe. Whether or not a drug is effective should be left to the consumer, advised as she or he wishes by her or his doctor. That one change in the law would both lower the cost of pharmaceuticals and save lives.

 Judge Gray not only thinks from principle, he acts from principle and has done so all his adult life. As a California trial judge, his innovations in drug courts, veterans’ courts, and juvenile peer panels lessened the heavy press of government and reinforced the responsibility of the individual. Lives were rescued because of Judge Gray. Dignity was restored to individuals because Judge Gray treated criminal defendants as individuals, and their trajectories were forever altered for the better. He did the same in the Peace Corps, giving two years of his life to the people of Costa Rica to improve their learning, health, and futures. He has taken care of others because of the inherent worth of each person.

 Judge Gray is his brother’s keeper, and his example compels each of us to be so as well. If we are our brother’s keeper, there is a less perceived need for Big Brother to take on that function.

Knowing that Judge Gray actually implemented many of the ideas put forward in this book, the reader should be reassured that the policy suggestions are both practical and principled. Judge Gray’s test for success is not the beauty of theory, but whether people are better off for the practice of the policy. Because his belief in individual liberty, married to responsibility, is principled, we can extrapolate his advice to problems not yet imagined. 

This book is a thoughtful review of many of today’s problems, demonstrating that their solutions are not intractable at all. More importantly, it is also an invocation to champion the highest attribute of the human being: the liberty of an individual. To maximize that virtue is to exercise what distinguishes our modern society from all that have gone before it, and to vindicate today what has distinguished America among nations. We are the freest people the world has ever seen. Judge Gray has helped our country achieve that reality in the past; his principles will guide us to continue to do so in the future. 




Introduction


Welcome to a rather full discussion of my views of the Libertarian philosophy and how, when put into operation, it would change our world in so many important ways — and all for the better! Along the way, I also give various illustrative examples of those results by citing various experiences from my own life. A fair amount of what follows is taken from my prior writings, so I acknowledge that some points are made more than once. But I repeated them because I feel that they are important and worth your continued thought. And the title of this book is the same as my weekly podcast on the Variety Channel of www.VoiceAmerica.com, with the play on words that bailiffs normally cry out when a judge first takes the bench. But the premise of both this book and the podcast is that if we employ Libertarian values and approaches, we will “All Rise” together. 

So, as you will see, we discuss many issues from a Libertarian perspective in the eleven chapters that follow, including our nation’s roots, Justice in our political system as it was first established and then as it has evolved, Over-Incarceration, Economics, Healthcare, Education, how we often both hinder and help our Children, War, Immigration, Religion and our country’s failed policy of Drug Prohibition. 

Of course, no one in this world “has all of the answers,” and that most certainly includes me. But I do firmly believe that we should be able to discuss virtually anything. So please sit back with me and ponder how our world would be so much better with governments that would lead with and employ these Libertarian principles! For more information, please visit www.JudgeJimGray.com, and thank you for your interest!

 

Chapter 1 




Liberty Is In Our Genes


In 1620, the Mayflower departed from the shores of England, a merchant ship with one-hundred-and-two Pilgrims on board seeking a new life in the New World. Once they reached the shores of Cape Cod, they adopted what could be seen as a socialist or even communist system of living, principled in the concept of “From everyone according to their abilities, to everyone according to their needs.” Crops were raised communally and shared with people in accordance with their needs. But this utopian vision was so devastating in practice that many people actually starved during the first winter. As such, it was clear that an operational overhaul was necessary. So the Pilgrims switched to a system where people could live in Liberty from as much government intrusion as possible, and also profit from their own industry and labors. And thereafter, they thrived. 

The colonies, over time, adapted to that new way of doing things. In fact, by the time that the 55 delegates met at the 1787 Constitutional Convention that view was so engrained that, although they bickered, debated and even fought about many things, there was one singular point they all agreed upon: the most important function of government is to protect our freedoms and liberties from the encroachment of government. (The second most important was keeping us safe.) Unfortunately, that principle has gotten lost in much of American politics today, but it still runs through the blood and veins of the Libertarian Party.

Margaret Thatcher once famously observed that “The trouble with socialism is that eventually you run out of other people’s money.” Unfortunately, the situation in our country today is worse than that. Despite over $24 Trillion and counting in public debt, politicians are still promising voters something for nothing. This simply must stop. It is a poison for everybody, and particularly our young people! Instead of falling for these promises, we must unite under a singular cause, which is our great nation’s founding principle: Liberty. 

As stated above, Liberty is in our country’s DNA. Our Declaration of Independence focuses on “Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness,” our Constitution was ordained, among other things, to “Secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity,” and the Pledge of Allegiance to our country’s flag ends with the phrase “with Liberty and Justice for All.” But what exactly is Liberty? A dictionary will tell you that Liberty is the state of being free in a society. But free from what? Free from oppressive restrictions thrust upon our lives, political views, and behaviors by authority. But what authority would do such a thing? The government. 

But to be free, to be in a state of Liberty, is a double-edged sword. In a state of Liberty, you can make your own choices. There are no external obstacles barring you, as an adult, from living your life as you choose, as long as that does not wrongly affect the ability of other adults to do the same. But that’s just one edge of the sword. The other edge holds you responsible for your own self-determination, your destiny, and your interests. Thus Liberty is one prong of a two-pronged bargain: enjoy your state of freedom but take seriously the responsibilities that come with it. 

There’s a pervasive myth around Liberty that it’s a “no holds barred, anything goes” philosophy. The truth is that Liberty is far from such an egalitarian vision. Of course, we need government, if only for the purposes set forth in Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution (which delegates specific powers to Congress). We need a military, national police, and a judiciary to enforce laws that protect our rights, persons, and property from wrongful assaults and takings by others. We need the means to enforce contracts, warranties, child-labor laws, safety in the workplace and anti-trust so that we can live under the Rule of Law together. This Liberty approach has done us well as long as it has been employed. Liberty involves responsibility at every level of society, including personal, group, corporate, and governmental. 

Many people, however, subconsciously shy away from Liberty because it brings choices and accountability for the consequences of the choices they make. When I was the social chairman for our Delta Tau Delta fraternity at UCLA, I was organizing the Holiday Party at a local hotel. But I made a mistake and left it up to the members to decide whether we would have champagne or mixed drinks at the party. Forty-five minutes later, after much discussion and disagreement, the members, in a close election, voted for champagne. But, I found this left many of the members upset. So when I organized the Spring party, I simply announced that we would have mixed drinks and that it was going to be great. As a result, I saved lots of time, and everyone was happy. Sometimes people prefer to have others make decisions for them, as long as the decisionmaker appears confident. Of course, I had no nefarious intentions and my ability to wield power was limited to organizing a Spring party for my fraternity. But the government, on the other hand, has unbelievable power. The more we are sold a narrative of fear, the more docile we become. Let me explain.

Michael Baroni, a former president of the Orange County Bar Association who introduced me before I received the Lifetime Achievement Award from that wonderful organization, once told me about a popular Russian parable. “This is how to catch wild pigs,” he began. “You find a place in the woods and put out some food. The pigs, once they find it, will return every day to eat the free food. Then, once the pigs have acclimated to their new daily habit, put a fence down on one side of the place where they come to eat. Once they have acclimated to the fence, they’ll eat the food again, which is when you then put up the other side of the fence. Continue doing this until you’ve installed four sides of fence and then finish it off with a gate. The wild pigs will come through that gate to eat more food, after which you close the gate, and you’ve caught the whole herd!” That parable is an astute metaphor to what happens in government. Lofty promises and temporary handouts lure people in, only to realize later that they have lost their liberties. Thus, in that regard, relying upon the government is a trap. 

So Liberty, indeed, can be a scary thing. But that isn’t a strong enough argument to toss it aside. In 2003, the notorious founder of gonzo journalism, Hunter S. Thompson, wrote: “We are turning into a nation of whimpering slaves to Fear — fear of war, fear of poverty, fear of random terrorism, fear of getting down-sized or fired because of the plunging economy, fear of getting evicted for bad debts, or suddenly getting locked up in a military detention camp on vague charges of being a Terrorist sympathizer. These things have already happened to millions of patriotic law-abiding American citizens, and it will happen to many more.” So we owe it to ourselves, our ancestors, and our Founders to be vigilant!

One of my first recollections of being afraid was when I was about three years old. My parents had purchased a black cat costume for me to wear for Halloween, complete with a long tail. But I scared myself so much that I could only be convinced to go to our neighboring two houses. Then that was enough. 

Similarly, big government trades on keeping us in fear as a justification for encroaching upon our Liberty. Be truthful with yourself: did it really have an impact on you when Edward Snowden revealed that our government routinely was accessing our bank accounts and cell phone information? What would our Founders say about those encroachments on our Liberty? What would they say about us tolerating them? If we continue to react to what we fear, America’s true heyday may never come to fruition. But if we embrace our fears and accept them as an opportunity for societal growth, we’re on a better path. Thus the three-year-old me would have had a fuller trick-or-treat candy bag. That’s the path I envision for America, and a path the earliest settlers on this great continent once walked. 

Henry Ford once said that any people who think they can prosper by relying upon assistance from the government should talk to the American Indian. Native Americans have the highest poverty rate of any minority group in our country. That comes largely as a result of having been controlled by the federal government since the early 1800s. Their lands are held in “trust” for them by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or BIA (which most Native Americans refer to as “Bossing Indians Around”), which has a budget of $3 billion per year. The Bureau of Indian Education spends $850 million of that money per year on educating 42,000 students, which comes out to more than $20,000 per student per year — while the national average is about $12,500 per student. So money is not the problem. Those two government agencies, by the way, have 9,000 employees, which pencils out to about one bureaucrat for every 111 Native Americans still on the reservations. What’s the answer? End the trust system and government supervision. It’s time to bring in Liberty! As an analogy, Irish immigrants had the stereotypical reputation of indulging in too much alcohol. So should we have had a Bureau of Irish Affairs? Obviously not. When people are held responsible for the decisions they make, they are much more likely to make good decisions. (It certainly worked for the Irish Americans!) 

So what is so good about the Free Enterprise System? It directly results in a system where most people end up working and doing things that they do best. They can profit from those efforts by buying and selling with others. In other words, it mostly results in what John Stossel calls a “Double Thank You Moment.” That means, for example, that manufacturers of washing machines, since they have lots of them, value a customer’s cash more than the machine itself. But the purchasers, obviously, place greater value on the washing machine than on the amount of money they will pay. So, when the deal is done, both the customers and the manufacturer say “thank you” to one another. Each one of them wins. Within a free society, that happens countless times per day in all sectors of life.

Dr. Milton Friedman, one of my true heroes and the Nobel Prize winning economist who I will quote quite often in the pages to come, was deeply skeptical of government reliance as well. He once stated that no modern society has ever raised itself out of poverty except through a system based upon free enterprise and private property rights. Of course, that doesn’t mean that we should not voluntarily provide a Safety Net for those people who are truly in need. I was in the Peace Corps: I care about people. Though we have no legal obligation to support anybody, I do believe a safety net for our people is crucial. My proposal would combine a Federal Graduated Income Flat Tax with a system of government stipends proposed by Milton Friedman. The flat tax means, with these numbers used only for illustration, that no one will pay any federal income taxes on the first $30,000 of earnings — not you, me, or even Bill Gates. But all differentiations between earned and interest income and capital gains would be dissolved. Then for every dollar earned between $30,001 and $100,000, each person would pay 8 cents to the government, with no deductions involved! For those fortunate enough to earn between $100,001 and $500,000 in a year, they would pay 12 cents on those dollars, and those blessed to make above $500,000 per year would pay 20 cents for those dollars. End of discussion.

So now, what about the poor? Everyone in our country who is 18 years of age or older and is either a citizen or a green card holder who earns no money would receive a stipend from the federal government of $15,000 a year, probably broken into monthly payments of $1,250. But for every dollar they earned between zero and $30,000, they would lose 50 cents of their stipend. Thus, of critical importance, everyone would always have a financial incentive to earn the extra dollar — which is fundamentally missing in today’s welfare system! 

Parenthetically, if you paid attention to the Democratic Primaries in late 2019, Andrew Yang’s proposal for a Universal Basic Income is a more egalitarian solution—offering $1,000 per month for every taxpaying American regardless of income levels. My approach does away with that bureaucracy and many needless payments. As such, $30,000 would be the break-even point where people would receive no stipends but pay no taxes. Then we eliminate all other forms of welfare, except for those people with truly special needs. Although this certainly is an imperfect approach, this proposed system would be far more efficient, fair, and transparent than what we are doing today. It would not only make the amount of taxes we pay abundantly clear; it would also make it clear when politicians were raising (or, imagine that, lowering) our taxes!

A truly added plus would be that this proposed system would come close to resolving the homeless problem on an institutional basis. How is that? Today’s responses mostly come about when politicians feel some political heat, which often results in large amounts of public money being spent on things like putting up the homeless in motels for a few months. Then they turn to other “pressing needs,” while after those few months, the homeless problems go on as before. But if the homeless had the equivalent of an ATM account that automatically had $1,250 in it each month, the Free Enterprise System would quickly respond by establishing fairly inexpensive room and board facilities, which would still leave the homeless with some funds to purchase clothing and to cover other everyday necessities. (Of course, many of the homeless are mentally ill or have a dependence upon mind-altering drugs. But if they need a conservatorship or drug treatment, those are separate issues that can and should be addressed by the local communities and governments.)

Actually, I wasn’t born a Libertarian. I grew up with Republican parents and, when I turned 21, I registered as a Republican as well. And I wasn’t just an idle voter either, I joined the Finance Committee of the Republican Party in our county. In addition, I also took a leave of absence from the court to run for Congress in the 1998 Republican primary election against former Congressman Robert Dornan. I lost to Dornan, and he eventually lost again to Democratic Congresswoman Loretta Sanchez in the general election. But the moment I knew my values no longer aligned with the party in which I claimed membership was when President George W. Bush signed into law the so-called Patriot Act on October 26, 2001. Designed to play upon obvious public fears after the tragedies of September 11, 2001, I could not support a party that would condone, much less assist, this direct and frontal attack upon our freedoms and liberties. I remember it well; it took me all of 13 seconds to decide that I really am a Libertarian, and I will be a Libertarian for life. As the Russian parable suggests, lofty promises and temporary handouts lure people in, only to realize later that they have lost their liberties. And here we are, nearly two decades after the passage of the so-called Patriot Act, yet many of its provisions are continually renewed with no promises fulfilled. Do you think that the government will ever announce that the so-called War on Terror will be over? Not a chance! Benjamin Franklin once famously said that any people who would give up a little liberty for a little more security deserve neither. I agree with Dr. Franklin.

In 2012, I ran for Vice President as a Libertarian alongside Gary Johnson, and eight years before that, I ran as a Libertarian for a seat in the United States Senate. Each time, I held firmly to my Libertarian principles and continued to be motivated by the realization I had as a senior in high school, which was that one of the worst things that could ever happen to a person is to be on their death bed looking back over their lives and lamenting that “I wish I would have,” or “I wish I would not have.” I have tried not to let that happen to me. So, I joined the Peace Corps, climbed Mt. Whitney, traveled to Turkey, and even ran for the nomination of the Libertarian Party for President in 2020.

Bluntly speaking, however, there is one big mistake that Libertarians have made — for decades! And that is that we have allowed other people to label us. In fact, if you arbitrarily put a net over a group of one hundred people and ask them what Libertarians stand for, almost all of them would respond with something along the lines of no government at all, anarchy, “greed is good,” everyone should use drugs, totally open borders, or that we are the party of the “survival of the fittest.” But that’s simply not the case. We are a Party of Principle, and a party that aims to preserve your ability to live your life as you wish. But what we propose actually works! 

I also go beyond that because I further believe that the Libertarian Party is the only political party in the mainstream of American political thought today. How so? Because we are the only ones who do not wish to profit by being involved in government. That is simply not true with any other political party. They all give taxpayer money to their favorite recipients, thus, in large part, buying the recipients’ votes with our tax money, just like they bail out some businesses and not others. For example, are you aware that the Secretary of the Department of the Treasury in response to the OVID-19 crisis was voted by Congress to have a $550 billion slush fund to hand out to whichever businesses he chose? So, for example, the Kennedy Center in Washington DC was given more than $20 million. Why, someone audaciously asked? Because the Center was injured by being forced to close its doors. Of course it was, but what about all of the other theaters in the country who were similarly hurt? Nothing. (Although, as you probably also heard, when faced with this reality, the Kennedy Center returned the money.) In other words, when governments under today’s political parties are not being arbitrary, they are playing favorites. Not so with Libertarians. 

So my quest, and the quest of this book, is to help propel the Libertarian Party into the conscious mainstream of American political thought. America’s Presidential playing field, however, poses an irony to the Libertarian platform. The system is set up to give you two choices: Democrat or Republican. Then, what do we call the rest of us in most political polls? A category lazily labeled “Other?” No. We are Libertarians, and we’re ready to put up a good fight despite an electoral system that’s rigged against us. What do I mean, rigged? Well, the Presidential Debates are a good starting point to understanding how our political processes have been hijacked by those at the top who are fearful of true competition. Like I said earlier, if we allow the politics of fear to persist, the best version of the United States will remain untapped, and unable to flourish.

When is the last time you’ve seen a candidate on the debate stage that isn’t a member of one of the two dominant parties? There was once a time when debates were run differently. Under the leadership of the League of Women Voters, candidates from any political party that was on the ballot in enough states technically to win the presidential election were invited to participate. Tragically for our country, the League was eventually frozen out of the process by high-ranking Republican and Democratic Commission members. But the League didn’t go quietly, because it left with the public statement that “We will not be a part of the hoodwinking of America!” Nevertheless, the debates, under the complete control of these two parties, have kept America hoodwinked ever since that time. 

Candidates since that time have only been invited on the stage if they showed fifteen percent ratings in five national polls — and those polls aren’t even named until after the invitations are issued! In addition, they even control aspects of operating debates by choosing moderators, topics to be discussed by the candidates, and how long candidates will have to answer the questions. 

Liberty demands that this fraud on the voters be reversed. Not only do debates give legitimacy and viability to candidates who participate, but they also largely control the issues that are presented to the public. At a very minimum, if a third party candidate were on the stage, all candidates would be required to talk about issues that otherwise would not be discussed, such as the deficit, never-ending wars, the verifiable fact that too many of our government schools are failing our children, the rising costs of medical care under the control of governments, and many more. Comfortable mainstream party candidates won’t take positions until they are forced to, and real competition is the only way for that to occur. 

Historically, third parties have played a critical role in American politics in two distinct ways. First, third parties have actually managed to rise to become a main party, although the last time that happened was when the Republicans took over the Whig Party in the late 1850s. Second, third parties have voiced new ideas that have resonated with voters, resulting in the assimilation of those ideas into mainstream political thought. It is this new blood that keeps the American political process vibrant, responsive, and productive. 

What do we do when we’re battling in a system that’s mostly weighted against third-party voices? Beyond the excessive gatekeeping of the Presidential debates, the gerrymandering of congressional districts by the two main parties has kept many political races non-competitive. Political pollsters don’t include the names of third-party candidates because their campaigns are not covered by the media and, therefore, remain a shadow to the public. So why doesn’t the media cover third party campaigns? Because they do not receive good polling numbers. Needless to say, it’s a vicious cycle that makes it nearly impossible for third-party candidates to break out of obscurity — unless they are able to self-finance their campaign, as Ross Perot did. 

So how do we break this cycle? Let’s start with the debates. Allow every candidate that is on even one statewide ballot to participate, in some fashion, in these very public debates. Just by allowing each one to make a three-minute statement at the beginning of each debate would allow voters to hear and consider each candidate’s most important issues first-hand. Third-party candidates have much to add to the free flow of ideas. But when their voices are stifled, democracy loses. 

One day I was driving with my children, then aged seven, seven, and four, down a rural highway when we passed by a strawberry field. This one had sheets of plastic over it, which, I believe, reduce weeds, keep moisture in the ground, and keep the fruit cleaner. I pointed out the field to my children and said, “Look kids! That’s where they raise plastic.” My children responded, “Oh really, Daddy? Really?” I did not respond. But five or so miles later one of my children said, “Oh, come on Dad. That’s not where they raise plastic.” 

That was one of my triumphs in parenting. I wanted to teach my children to challenge the source of all information, even when they are young and the source is their father. That’s difficult to do because children (for all-to-short a time) tend to view their parents as all-knowing Gods. But instilling a healthy sense of curiosity and skepticism early in life is invaluable. Even if some of us learn to question what we’re told later in life, those who challenge the status quo are springboards of change. I was a trial court judge for 25 years. One of the numerous things I learned is that the words “silent” and “listen” have the exact same letters in them. You learn to assess credibility from who is providing the information, you weigh the strength of the information, and then you make a decision. All voters should put themselves in that same position. 

When I was in my second year of law school, just before I was sent on my Midshipman cruise to the waters of Vietnam in the summer of 1970, I wrote a poem entitled “Cast A Glance Around You” that echoes the idea of non-complacency and constructive curiosity. Here I pass it on to you:

Cast a glance around you,
Look on either side;
Vitality surrounds one
Who hastens not to hide.

The love of stars and butterflies,
The throbbing of the sea;
Some awesome parts of outer worlds,
Some inner part of me.

To sing a song to Penny Lane
With spirit strong and free;
To know that life is all there is
And there is no guarantee.

To walk with bare feet on the grass
To let the soul lift high;
To scale some rocky mountain pass
To live until you die.

Cast a glance around you
And look on either side;
Perhaps ‘tis best to swim upstream
Than drift gently with the tide.

And I think I have, in many ways, been swimming upstream ever since. Dare I ask you to cast a glance around you? Look on either side. Upon closer inspection, you may exclaim as my son did many years ago, “Oh come on!” What’s going on in Washington? What’s going on with America? What “greater purpose” warrants these growing threats to Liberty? 

Rules remain unchanged when unchallenged. Third parties across the country have a great ability and even duty to challenge the current election process and demand a public perform. Against these odds, I firmly hold that America deserves a sane, principled alternative to the politics of fear, division, tribalism, and polarization. There is a better way, built on respecting the fundamental rights of every person. Justice and prosperity, the Rule of Law, and limited government stand central to the Libertarian platform. The Libertarian Party is that much-needed alternative. We can stop endless wars, remove unjust and overly-intrusive government from our lives, abolish the so-called War on Drugs, reduce the deficits that are bound severely to harm our children, and right the rampant wrongs in our broken criminal justice system. We can restore fairness and stability to our economic lives through free and open markets. 

Imagine a White House that promises to restore a sense of humility and responsibility, leadership with a four-pillared foundation of integrity, principles, honesty, and transparency. Imagine a government that respects the duties and limits of our offices, and always does the utmost to preserve, protect, and defend the individual rights of everyone. That is the Libertarian promise. We propose nothing more than the right to live your own life as you see fit, along with respect for the rights of others to do the same. 

Although I understand that no one speaks for the Libertarian Party, it is fair to say once more that, unlike the Democrats and Republicans, Libertarians are not special interest driven. It is a grassroots movement that relies upon individuals who believe in the principles of freedom and who expect no favors from government in return. As such, the Libertarian Party works for the people and their rights, property, safety, and well-being, which, as a result, our approach would benefit virtually everyone in the country and, in many cases, the world. Accordingly, the Libertarian Movement today furnishes a much-needed Beacon of Hope for America.

This approach also takes into account the not-famous-enough comment from economist writer Thomas Sowell, who said: “The first lesson of economics is scarcity: there is never enough of anything to fully satisfy all those who want it. (But) the first lesson of politics is to disregard the first lesson of economics.” Of course, goods and services in the real world are not free, so someone must pay for them. That is why in a Libertarian government no programs, acquisitions or other spending would be authorized unless that same authorization also would expressly designate where the money would come from to pay for them. So those are at least partial reasons for the failure of many Libertarians to be elected: because they address the first lesson of economics, while most voters remain enchanted by the first lesson of politics.

Milton Friedman once posed the question that if people believe that government will come forward and bring prosperity for all, why have we not yet seen those “Angels in Government” produce those wonderful results? Thomas Sowell also once stated, “It is hard to imagine a more stupid or more dangerous way of making decisions than by putting those decisions in the hands of people who pay no price for being wrong.” Of course, this simply emphasizes the fact that there is an enormous difference between a government of stated good intentions, and a government that actually produces positive results. 

Obviously, if someone in the business world makes a bad decision, there is a price to be paid. However, it is a commonly understood maxim in politics that reality is irrelevant. The only thing that matters is the voters’ perception of reality. Consequently, to get a good decision, we should impose the costs of a bad decision upon the decision-maker. This can be done most effectively by having more decisions made under the rigors of the Liberty and responsibility of the marketplace, which would have fewer decisions made by those in government. Examples of this are seen in the areas of education, medical care, and even in the leasing of grazing lands. In all of these areas, the government and its bureaucrats promise good results but pay no price for poor or even bad decisions. 

Many years ago, we had a Holiday Party for the entire court staff at the ballroom of a local hotel. At the end of the lunch, the presiding judge, as Master of Ceremonies, asked all clerks to stand up, where they were greeted with applause, and then all of the bailiffs, etc. But when he asked all of the Admin staff to stand, to my shock, about one-third of everyone present stood up. The next week I saw our presiding judge, called that fact to his attention, and asked what all of those people did. “It beats the hell out of me” was his response. And that was my first real glimpse into bureaucracy. They really didn’t help me try my cases; they mostly shuffled papers. As I have come to see, “Big Government is really good and effective at one thing, and that is increasing the size, power, and cost of Big Government.” 

Of course, bureaucracy has its place, but it can often be suffocating. It provides refuge for unnecessary inefficiency. A few years ago, I was flying on American Airlines from Orange County, California to Orlando so that I could attend the Libertarian Convention. The plane was scheduled to board at 6:15 a.m., but at 6:25 we were notified that one of the flight attendants had called in sick. Even though a substitute attendant, who lived just a few minutes away, had been contacted and was on her way, we still couldn’t board until she arrived. When I asked the supervisor why we couldn’t board while awaiting her arrival, I was told that it was against the rules. When I suggested she assert some leadership under these circumstances and create an exception, she responded by saying that she would be fired on the spot if she did that. 

Naturally, air travel involves many issues concerning safety and prudence. However, shouldn’t the answer be to employ intelligent and experienced supervisors, and then give them the Liberty to exercise discretion within their field of expertise? This is yet one more example of the many times we as a society allow bureaucratic rules to impede a more efficient and consumer-friendly result.

Libertarians do not want a system of “anything goes.” Conversely, a Libertarian society where contracts and warranties are enforced provides for accountability and personal responsibility at all levels of society — individual, group, corporate, and governmental. For example, the Libertarian agenda of transforming today’s government-controlled health care industry back to one that is market-driven and market-regulated will result in an explosion in medical innovation, treatments, and cures, as well as reduced costs. And since we all are at risk of potentially any human disease, these innovations will result in greater chances for longer and healthier lives for all of us. And the same results will be seen in almost all other aspects of our lives as well.

Accordingly, under a Libertarian approach, people in general would come out ahead, and special interests and bloated governments would lose much of their power and control. Of course, life is complicated and changes always affect lots of people in many ways. So we should always be thoughtful. But the following are statements of some Libertarian principles.

Generally, Libertarians would categorize themselves as being financially responsible and socially accepting. Thus, the statement: “You are free to live your life the way you choose as long as you don’t wrongly hurt other people or take their stuff” is frequently used to explain our views. 

Thomas Jefferson, a prototypical Libertarian, once asserted that “I don’t care if you worship one God, twenty gods or no god: It doesn’t pick my pocket and it doesn’t break my leg.” In other words, as stated above, “Live and let live.” But that philosophy does not function without a strong system of justice, which serves at least four important functions. First, it must protect us from each other (You can’t wrongly break my leg). Second, it must protect our property (Or pick my pocket). Third, it must enforce our voluntary legal promises (i.e. contracts) and warranties. Fourth, it must enforce reasonable regulations that truly promote and protect the general health, safety, and welfare of the people. 

Liberty is to be stressed, but where government is involved, it should strive for a world in which people are held responsible for their own behavior and are also able to profit from their own industry. Why? As Dr. Milton Friedman said, “Incentives matter.” It is a universal truth that people respond to incentives. One of my disappointments as a child can be attributed to my personal miscalculation of an incentive. Some of my friends joined me in sneaking into Descanso Gardens through a culvert coming from the cement wash that went through it. We had a great time being there — we thought we had beaten the system! But when we left, we found out that there was no admission charge. The excitement of sneaking in quickly diminished and was replaced with disappointment. 

In 2016, I took a vacation and traveled to Egypt. I noticed that many people lived on the first and second floors of four-story houses, where the third and fourth floors were still only outlined in rebar. The reason? Owners are not required to pay property taxes on unfinished houses. So there was an incentive never to finish construction. Similarly, when I traveled to Italy, I noticed that instead of real windows, many houses simply had windows painted on the outside of them. And what was the reason for that? Property taxes were computed by the number of actual windows on a house. So painted windows maintained the outside symmetry of the house, but taxes on the houses were reduced. 

All of this means that government, along with everyone else, should be aware of the incentives they are creating. Dr. Friedman taught us that “We get more of what we subsidize and less of what we tax.” So, what are we subsidizing today in large part? Victimization, excuses, and lack of productivity. And what are we taxing? Success. And what are we getting more of? That answer is obvious. Dr. Friedman further asserted that “We should judge our programs by their results, not their good intentions.” This approach also would counteract the multiple times that, when something goes wrong in society, politicians have almost a universal tendency simply to pass another law to address it. It doesn’t particularly matter if the law works, but only that politicians are seen as “doing something.” If placed into effect, Dr. Friedman’s change in approach would cause a positive revolution in government.
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